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NOTES	  |	  January	  31	  &	  February	  1,	  2012	  
Mono	  Basin	  Core	  Working	  Group	  Meeting	  in	  Sacramento	  
Prepared	  by	  Center	  for	  Collaborative	  Policy	  

Core	  Group	  approved	  May	  30,	  2012.	  	  

Meeting	  in	  Brief	  
Meeting	  in	  Sacramento,	  the	  Core	  Working	  Group	  evaluated	  the	  ability	  of	  the	  weir,	  siphon,	  pipe,	  and	  
existing	  facilities	  to	  meet	  Stream	  Ecosystem	  Flows	  and	  to	  address	  other	  variables	  such	  as	  export,	  
operations,	  reliability,	  and	  cost.	  All	  three	  structural	  modifications	  are	  able	  to	  deliver	  Stream	  
Ecosystem	  Flows	  and	  have	  similar	  results	  for	  export.	  The	  weir	  is	  the	  lowest	  cost	  of	  the	  structural	  
modification	  options.	  

The	  Core	  Working	  Group	  discussed	  the	  draft	  Amended	  License	  as	  a	  group	  and	  with	  the	  State	  Water	  
Board	  staff	  Kathy	  Mrowka	  and	  Greg	  Brown.	  Kathy	  Mrowka	  clarified	  the	  change	  petition	  process,	  if	  
needed,	  that	  the	  parties	  would	  go	  through	  should	  the	  terms	  that	  the	  Core	  Working	  Group	  agrees	  to	  
necessitate	  a	  change	  petition.	  The	  Core	  Working	  Group	  can	  prepare	  a	  package	  of	  recommended	  
flows	  and	  operations;	  the	  Core	  is	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  terms	  in	  the	  draft	  amended	  license.	  After	  these	  
discussions,	  the	  Core	  Group	  identified	  questions	  that	  they	  will	  have	  attorneys	  address	  as	  a	  group.	  
The	  attorneys	  will	  also	  invite	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  counsel	  to	  be	  part	  of	  those	  conversations.	  

Core	  Working	  Group	  members	  will	  meet	  with	  their	  attorneys	  and	  hear	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  
attorneys’	  discussions	  at	  the	  next	  meeting.	  Core	  members	  will	  also	  conduct	  briefings	  within	  their	  
own	  organizations	  to	  decide	  how	  they	  want	  to	  proceed	  given	  the	  understanding	  about	  the	  options	  
to	  implement	  the	  Stream	  Ecosystem	  Flows	  and	  the	  new	  developments	  with	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  
staff	  observations	  and	  draft	  amended	  license.	  

Action	  Items	  
Due	   	   Action	  Items	  

1/27   Drew   Provide  latest  version  of  the  Monitoring  document  to  the  Core  Group  
   MLC  &  DWP   MLC  Engineer  meet  with  DWP  Engineers  to  address  issues  of  

construction  feasibility  for  the  Grant  structural  change  options  
   Trush  &  Taylor   Review  the  Geosyntec  study  
3/1   Regelbrugge   Confirm  SCE  outcome  

	   Attorneys	   1) Convene  attorneys  to  review  information  options  to  preserve  
water  rights  while  implementing  Synthesis  Report  
recommendations  for  continued  curtailment.  Attorneys  to  explain  
scope  of  concerns  regarding  loss  of  water  rights  and  provide  
explanation  of  provisions  offered  by  1707in-‐stream  flow  
dedication  or  other  option.  For  details  on  1707  as  well  as  the  
relationship  of  curtailment  to  temperature  considerations  for  fish,  
see  July  13-‐14  Meeting  Summary,  p.  4-‐6.  

2) Core  Working  Group  to  discuss  options  
done   Martin   Draft  an  outline  for  the  ‘kitchen  sink’  document  
On   Modeling  Work   Lee  Vining  Flows:  Address  with  Modeling  Work  Group:  potential  to  



2	  
	  

hold   Group   bring  back  to  an  8-‐year  flood  event  if  Saddlebag  releases  40cfs  on  Lee  
Vining  (Synthesis  Report,  p.  78);  modeling  approaches  for  
Parker/Water  diversions  (under  the  98-‐05  rules)  

On  
hold  

Tillemans   Get  data  on  1995-‐2001  (when  Grant  did  not  go  below  spill  for  six  
consecutive  years)  to  determine  impact  on  dam  and  dam  safety  

SUMMARY	  

Feasibility	  Chart	  
The	  Core	  Working	  Group	  (Core	  Group)	  began	  its	  meeting	  by	  revisiting	  LADWP’s	  feasibility	  chart	  
(also	  known	  as	  the	  Bob	  Marley	  chart)	  to	  think	  about	  what	  they	  have	  learned	  in	  recent	  months	  and	  if	  
relevant	  changes	  might	  be	  necessary	  on	  the	  chart.	  	  

Color	  Coding	  
As	  a	  reminder,	  the	  Core	  Group	  reviewed	  the	  color	  coding:	  

§ Green	  is	  go	  
§ Yellow	  is	  feasible,	  but	  requires	  some	  kind	  of	  modification	  
§ Lighter	  orange	  is	  not	  presently	  feasible	  	  
§ Orange	  not	  reasonable	  
§ Red	  is	  a	  no	  go	  

LADWP	  used	  the	  colors	  to	  capture	  its	  response	  to	  the	  Synthesis	  Report	  recommendation.	  “Not	  
feasible”	  references	  something	  that	  LADWP	  doesn’t	  think	  it	  can	  do.	  “Not	  reasonable”	  references	  
something	  that	  LADWP	  doesn’t	  think	  is	  likely	  to	  happen.	  The	  basic	  goal	  of	  the	  Core	  Group	  is	  to	  turn	  
everything	  to	  yellow	  and	  green.	  Yellow	  indicates	  that	  something	  needs	  to	  happen,	  but	  it	  is	  feasible.	  
Yellow	  items	  might	  require	  a	  timeline	  for	  the	  change	  to	  occur.	  

#1	  Restore	  Baseline	  /	  Structural	  Modifications	  to	  Grant	  
One	  person	  suggested	  that	  this	  become	  “green;”	  however,	  others	  were	  not	  convinced	  at	  this	  point	  
during	  the	  meeting.	  This	  item	  remains	  red	  for	  now	  until	  the	  Core	  Group	  discusses	  again.	  The	  Core	  
Group	  did	  not	  revisit	  this	  item	  after	  the	  modeling	  presentation.	  

#3	  Southern	  California	  Edison	  
Nothing	  has	  been	  fully	  resolved	  with	  SCE	  although	  indications	  are	  that	  SCE	  will	  say	  no	  to	  
committing	  to	  coordinate	  flows	  at	  the	  level	  needed	  to	  achieve	  the	  Stream	  Ecosystem	  flows	  with	  
existing	  facilities.	  	  

#4	  Peaks	  
One	  question	  for	  discussion	  is	  how	  to	  measure	  compliance	  with	  peaks.	  Another	  was	  whether	  the	  
modelers	  should	  consider	  a	  10%	  change	  in	  flows	  to	  model	  the	  implications	  of	  the	  ranges	  in	  the	  
Synthesis	  Report.	  	  The	  Core	  Group	  did	  not	  take	  action	  on	  this	  proposal.	  

#5	  Grant	  Lake	  Management	  	  
Stream	  Scientist	  Ross	  Taylor	  clarified	  that	  the	  20,000	  acre-‐feet	  of	  water	  required	  for	  Grant	  July-‐
September	  is	  tied	  to	  the	  water	  temperature	  as	  well	  as	  storing	  water	  to	  maximize	  the	  opportunity	  to	  
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spill	  Grant.	  With	  the	  Reis	  rules,	  Grant	  Lake	  can	  be	  managed	  to	  maintain	  storage	  requirements.	  
However,	  meeting	  storage	  levels	  decreases	  Grant	  operational	  flexibility	  and	  leads	  to	  Grant	  Lake	  
spilling	  when	  it	  is	  not	  required.	  The	  long-‐term	  question	  of	  whether	  keeping	  Grant	  so	  full	  will	  affect	  
dam	  safety	  has	  not	  been	  fully	  answered	  and	  probably	  won’t	  be	  in	  the	  near	  future	  due	  to	  the	  
extensive	  nature	  of	  this	  kind	  of	  analysis.	  	  

Someone	  noted	  that	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff’s	  draft	  amended	  license	  did	  not	  include	  Grant	  Lake	  
management.	  

Impaired	  versus	  Unimpaired	  
Gene	  Coufal	  raised	  the	  question	  of	  impaired	  or	  unimpaired	  flows	  that	  effects	  the	  operation	  of	  Grant.	  
Southern	  California	  Edison	  basically	  creates	  an	  effect	  on	  the	  flows	  and	  effects	  Grant	  Lake	  
operations.	  The	  Edison	  operation	  impairs	  flows.	  LADWP	  does	  not	  think	  it	  is	  obligated	  to	  “undo”	  the	  
SCE	  hydrograph.	  Order	  98-‐05	  recognized	  that	  impaired	  flow	  (2a,	  page	  65).	  	  

Bill	  Trush	  clarified	  that	  the	  Synthesis	  Report	  is	  a	  tool	  for	  restoration.	  It	  is	  not	  trying	  to	  reproduce	  
unimpaired	  flows.	  The	  Synthesis	  Report	  is	  trying	  to	  replicate	  the	  processes	  associated	  with	  the	  
timing,	  frequency	  and	  flow,	  not	  replicate	  it	  exactly.	  For	  example,	  recommended	  winter	  base	  flows	  
are	  lower	  than	  unimpaired	  flows.	  	  

#14	  Lee	  Vining	  Diversion	  Rates	  
Modifications	  on	  Lee	  Vining	  facilities	  made	  last	  year	  make	  adjusting	  flows	  on	  Lee	  Vining	  once	  per	  
day	  as	  manageable.	  Stream	  Scientist	  Bill	  Trush	  confirmed	  that	  daily	  flow	  changes	  will	  work.	  Putting	  
in	  an	  automatic	  gate	  is	  still	  an	  option,	  but	  LADWP	  staff	  report	  that	  managing	  Lee	  Vining	  manually	  is	  
working.	  	  

#16	  Parker	  &	  Walker	  Diversion	  Curtailment	  
LADWP’s	  attorney’s	  investigated	  the	  possibility	  of	  using	  the	  1707	  petition	  to	  preserve	  LADWP’s	  
water	  rights	  on	  Parker	  and	  Walker	  if	  curtailing	  diversions	  as	  the	  Synthesis	  Report	  recommended.	  
LADWP’s	  attorneys	  report	  that	  this	  would	  violate	  the	  city’s	  charter	  and	  would	  require	  a	  majority	  
vote	  by	  city	  residents	  to	  pass	  this	  approval.	  Four	  tributaries	  share	  one	  water	  right	  so	  this	  may	  yield	  
some	  creative	  options	  that	  the	  attorneys	  can	  contemplate	  as	  a	  work	  group.	  The	  Synthesis	  Report	  
recommends	  curtailing	  diversions	  on	  Parker	  and	  Walker	  Creeks.	  LADWP	  has	  curtailed	  diversions	  
on	  Parker	  and	  Walker	  since	  the	  late	  1980s.	  	  

#37	  Water	  Exports	  
The	  group	  split	  this	  item	  into	  two	  and	  changed	  one	  green	  and	  left	  the	  other	  red.	  Although	  the	  
amount	  of	  water	  projected	  for	  export	  is	  less	  than	  the	  originally	  projected	  33,000	  acre-‐feet,	  Mono	  
Lake	  levels,	  rather	  than	  Stream	  Ecosystem	  Flows,	  are	  limiting	  export.	  For	  this	  reason,	  one	  is	  turned	  
green.	  However,	  the	  Core	  Group	  left	  one	  #37	  red	  to	  reflect	  that	  the	  projected	  export	  is	  21,000	  acre-‐
feet	  post	  transition.	  While	  the	  Core	  Group	  now	  understands	  why	  this	  change	  has	  occurred,	  the	  
amount	  of	  water	  LADWP	  can	  anticipate	  receiving	  from	  the	  Mono	  Basin	  is	  different	  than	  originally	  
projected.	  
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Next	  Steps	  
The	  legal	  work	  group	  will	  discuss	  Parker	  and	  Walker	  diversion	  curtailment	  and	  determine	  what	  
options	  exist	  to	  preserve	  the	  water	  right	  while	  complying	  with	  the	  Synthesis	  Report	  
recommendation	  to	  curtail	  diversions.	  

Amended	  License	  
Prior	  to	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff’s	  arrival,	  the	  Core	  Working	  Group	  spent	  some	  time	  preparing	  for	  
the	  discussion.	  The	  Core	  Working	  Group	  wanted	  to	  confirm	  the	  Chief’s	  and	  Board’s	  decision-‐making	  
responsibilities	  for	  the	  amended	  license.	  Also,	  questions	  centered	  on	  whether	  the	  State	  Water	  
Board	  staff	  want	  a	  package	  of	  flows	  or	  to	  have	  only	  the	  two	  tables	  left	  blank	  in	  the	  draft	  amended	  
license	  completed.	  	  The	  State	  Board’s	  letter,	  after	  the	  field	  tour,	  indicates	  that	  the	  Board	  wants	  to	  
receive	  a	  package.	  At	  that	  time,	  the	  Board	  did	  not	  indicate	  that	  the	  parties,	  represented	  in	  the	  Core	  
Working	  Group,	  were	  off	  base.	  	  

Stream	  Scientist	  Bill	  Trush	  reiterated	  that	  implementing	  the	  Stream	  Restoration	  Flows	  will	  not	  
achieve	  the	  recovery	  that	  the	  Stream	  Ecosystem	  flows	  will	  achieve.	  	  The	  Stream	  Scientists	  report	  
that	  they	  have	  documented	  correspondence	  with	  previous	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  to	  indicate	  that	  
they	  did	  not	  go	  outside	  their	  responsibilities.	  

In	  sum,	  the	  Core	  Group	  agreed	  to	  focus	  its	  initial	  questions	  on	  the	  following:	  

-‐ Interpretation	  of	  the	  original	  direction	  to	  the	  Stream	  Scientist	  
-‐ Process	  questions	  about	  authorizing	  the	  license	  and	  the	  broader	  package	  	  

State	  Water	  Board	  Staff	  
Kathy	  Mrowka	  and	  Greg	  Brown	  from	  the	  State	  Water	  Resources	  Control	  Board	  (State	  Water	  Board)	  
attended	  this	  portion	  of	  the	  meeting	  to	  discuss	  and	  answer	  questions	  regarding	  the	  draft	  amended	  
license	  that	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  circulated.	  	  

State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  would	  prefer	  to	  receive	  changes	  to	  the	  draft	  amended	  license	  before	  June	  1,	  
2012.	  In	  response	  to	  several	  questions,	  Kathy	  Mrowka	  outlined	  the	  change	  petition	  process.	  	  See	  
the	  Appendix	  for	  a	  diagram	  of	  the	  process	  that	  Kathy	  Mrowka	  outlined.	  

The	  Chief	  of	  the	  Division	  can	  resolve	  some	  issues,	  known	  as	  delegated	  authority.	  If	  the	  Chief	  
determines	  that	  she	  does	  not	  have	  delegated	  authority,	  then	  the	  water	  rights	  holder,	  LADWP,	  must	  
file	  a	  change	  petition.	  The	  Chief	  cannot	  sign	  an	  order	  for	  a	  structural	  change	  or	  other	  changes	  
requiring	  CEQA	  review	  until	  CEQA	  is	  approved.	  (LADWP	  would	  likely	  be	  the	  lead	  agency	  for	  any	  
structural	  change.)	  At	  this	  point	  she	  is	  not	  completely	  clear	  what	  changes	  would	  fall	  under	  
delegated	  authority	  or	  the	  discretion	  of	  the	  Chief	  to	  make	  decisions	  and	  what	  would	  require	  a	  
change	  petition.	  However,	  she	  articulated	  the	  process	  should	  either	  of	  these	  move	  forward.	  	  

Kathy	  recommends	  that	  the	  Core	  Group	  work	  directly	  with	  the	  amended	  license	  document,	  
submitting	  changes	  via	  underline	  and	  strike-‐through	  text.	  One	  option	  would	  be	  for	  the	  Stream	  
Scientists	  to	  fill	  in	  the	  flow	  tables	  left	  blank	  in	  the	  draft	  amended	  license.	  Someone	  asked	  if	  the	  
Stream	  Scientists	  should	  get	  together	  with	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  to	  complete	  the	  tables.	  State	  
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Water	  Board	  staff	  do	  not	  feel	  that	  they	  have	  adequate	  staffing	  resources	  to	  do	  this	  as	  a	  group.	  	  If	  the	  
Core	  Group	  decides	  to	  submit	  a	  “package”	  to	  the	  State	  Water	  Board,	  the	  Chief	  decides	  what	  is	  within	  
the	  delegated	  authority.	  Changing	  export	  values	  is	  not	  within	  the	  delegated	  authority.	  

After	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  left,	  the	  Core	  Working	  Group	  seemed	  to	  think	  that	  changing	  flows	  
would	  not	  be	  part	  of	  the	  delegated	  authority	  and	  would	  likely	  require	  a	  change	  petition.	  

Modeling	  Insights	  
The	  modelers	  presented	  a	  summary	  overview	  of	  key	  insights	  presented	  over	  the	  last	  few	  months	  
tied	  to	  the	  model	  validation,	  Mono	  Lake	  levels	  and	  exports,	  and	  the	  difference	  in	  projected	  flows	  
Decision	  1631	  and	  currently	  in	  eStream.	  The	  purpose	  of	  the	  “validation”	  process	  was	  to	  explain	  the	  
differences	  between	  LAAMP	  and	  eSTREAM	  long-‐term	  annual	  average	  export	  results.	  

The	  results	  for	  Mono	  Lake	  levels	  and	  exports	  are	  about	  the	  same	  for	  all	  scenarios.	  The	  range	  for	  
Mono	  Lake	  level	  is	  6383.5	  to	  6397	  with	  an	  average	  of	  6391.	  The	  range	  for	  exports	  is	  0	  -‐	  87,200af,	  
with	  an	  average	  of	  21,000af	  per	  year.	  Export	  levels	  don’t	  vary	  much	  with	  differences	  not	  worth	  
noting	  because	  they	  are	  within	  the	  range	  “or	  noise”	  of	  the	  model,	  i.e.	  the	  model	  is	  not	  precise	  
enough	  to	  predict	  the	  minimal	  differences	  between	  the	  export	  results.	  	  

The	  projected	  differences	  between	  Decision	  1631	  export	  amounts	  and	  eStream	  projects	  resulted	  
from	  a	  variety	  of	  differences	  in	  the	  modeling	  and	  due	  to	  changes	  between	  the	  models,	  specifically:	  

§ Wrapped	  versus	  single	  sequence	  runs	  
§ Hydrology	  

o Time	  period	  (1940-‐1989	  versus	  1980-‐2010)	  
o Daily	  versus	  monthly	  

§ Mono	  Lake	  storage	  regression	  equation	  
§ GLR	  operating	  rules	  
§ Miscellaneous	  losses	  representation	  

	  
Incremental	  changes	  from	  the	  LAAMP	  model	  to	  eStream	  generally	  resulted	  in	  a	  reduction	  in	  long-‐
term	  average	  Mono	  Basin	  exports	  and	  Mono	  Lake	  elevation.	  The	  changes	  centered	  on	  the	  following	  
modifications:	  	  

§ Time	  period	  change	  
§ Wrapped	  versus	  single	  sequence	  
§ Mono	  Lake	  storage	  change	  equation	  
§ GLR	  operating	  rules	  
§ Hydrology	  
§ Compounding	  changes	  

	  

The	  modeling	  results	  also	  suggest	  that	  LADWP	  would	  only	  be	  able	  to	  be	  in	  compliance	  with	  peaks	  
and	  Grant	  Lake	  storage	  with	  a	  structural	  change	  to	  Grant.	  
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The	  Core	  Group	  recommended	  that	  the	  modelers	  take	  some	  time	  off.	  The	  Core	  Group	  used	  the	  
modeling	  insights	  as	  well	  as	  Core	  Group	  member	  judgment	  and	  discussion	  to	  populate	  the	  
following	  matrix.	  	  

	   	  



7	  
	  

Evaluation	  Matrix,	  Mono	  Core	  Working	  Group	  Developed	  1/31/2012	  

	   WEIR	  (Scenario	  3)	   SIPHON	  (#4)	   PIPE	  (#5)	  	   Existing	  Facilities	  	  

SEFs	   	   	   	   	  

SEF	  Peak	  Compliance	  	   X	   X	   X	   (Hybrid	  and	  Reis	  rules	  
about	  the	  same	  results	  )	  

1.3k	  af/year	  	  

135	  days	  out	  of	  (31	  year)	  
run	  	  

(Don’t	  hit	  peaks	  in	  wet	  
and	  above	  normal)	  

Wet	  Normal	  Year	  
Peaks	  	  

X	   X	   X	   No	  

Wet	  Year	  Peaks	  	   X	   X	   X	   No	  

Extreme	  Wet	  Year	  
Peaks	  	  

X	   X	   X	   No	  

Dry	  Year	  Cooling	  
Flows	  	  

Keeps	  Grant	  Lake	  
above	  25,000	  so	  no	  
need	  for	  cooling	  flows	  	  

	   	   	  

COSTS	   	   	   	   	  

Construction	  Cost	  	   $10	  mil	   $15	  mil	   $30	  mil	   	  
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	   WEIR	  (Scenario	  3)	   SIPHON	  (#4)	   PIPE	  (#5)	  	   Existing	  Facilities	  	  

Annual	  Capitol	  Cost	   $600,000	   $1	  mil	   $2	  mil	  	   	  

Annual	  O	  &	  M	  	   $2.2	  mil	   $2.5	  mil	   $1	  mil	  
	  
Pipe	  would	  potentially	  
eliminate	  need	  for	  MGORD.	  
Pipe	  would	  go	  directly	  to	  
Rush	  Creek.	  

$1	  mil	  

Export	  	   	   	   	   	  
Quantity	  to	  LA	  	   Similar	  

	  
Little	  less	  than	  #3-‐5	  (500	  
AF	  for	  wrapped	  average)	  

Certainty	  Variability	  =	  
How	  often	  Exports	  
Restricted	  to	  	  0	  or	  
10,000AF	  

Similar	  

Similar	  	  

OPERATIONS	   	   	   	   	  
Ease	  to	  Operate	  	   Reservoir	  levels	  

require	  attention	  to	  hit	  
peaks	  about	  same	  as	  
pipe	  	  

Most	  challenging	  –	  
hardest	  of	  the	  options	  	  

Easier	  to	  hit	  target	  
relative	  to	  other	  options	  
	  
Physical	  operations	  
about	  same	  as	  weir	  	  

Reservoir	  management	  
harder	  than	  weir	  	  	  

Ease	  to	  Maintain	  	   Easy	  access	  	   	   Could	  be	  difficult	  to	  fix,	  
problems	  unlikely	  

	  

Reliability:	  How	  does	  
it	  Work	  

Fairly	  well	  	  
*ball	  valve	  

Unknown	  	  
*ball	  valve	  

Reliable	  worried	  about	  
fixing	  problems	  	  
*ball	  valve	  

Old	  	  
*ball	  valve	  in	  shaft	  house	  
will	  need	  to	  be	  upgraded	  	  

Grant	  Compliance	  
w/11,500AF	  and	  
20,000AF	  in	  July,	  Aug,	  
Sept	  	  

X	   X	   X	   X	  
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	   WEIR	  (Scenario	  3)	   SIPHON	  (#4)	   PIPE	  (#5)	  	   Existing	  Facilities	  	  

Grant	  Lake	  Levels	  	   High	  levels	  required	  
compared	  to	  siphon	  or	  
pipe;	  not	  as	  high	  as	  
required	  for	  existing	  
facilities	  to	  hit	  peaks	  

	   	   	  

Dam	  Safety	  –	  Effect	  of	  
Holding	  Water	  High	  	  	  

Risk	  of	  high	  levels	  
required	  for	  operating	  
rules	  higher	  then	  
siphon	  and	  pipe,	  but	  
lower	  than	  existing	  
facilities	  

-‐ 	   -‐ 	   Greater	  risk	  than	  weir	  of	  
high	  levels	  	  

“Lost”	  H2O	  Spilling	  	   Not	  a	  big	  issue	  because	  exports	  are	  not	  significantly	  different	  over	  long	  term.	  
Tend	  to	  get	  spilling	  when	  Mono	  Lake	  levels	  fall	  below	  6391.	  

	  

Fisheries	  in	  MGORD	   MGORD	   MGORD	   LADWP	  would	  cease	  to	  
use	  MGORD	  

Would	  change	  fish	  
population	  	  

MGORD	  supports	  large	  
fish:	  fish	  like	  steady	  
flow,	  vegetation,	  
temperature	  	  

MGORD	  	  
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Moving	  Forward:	  Options	  &	  Discussion	  
The	  dilemma	  before	  the	  group	  was	  how	  to	  manage	  the	  situation.	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  prepared	  a	  
draft	  amended	  license	  that	  reflects	  Stream	  Restoration	  Flows	  (rather	  than	  Synthesis	  Report	  Stream	  
Ecosystem	  Flows)	  and	  has	  told	  the	  Core	  Group	  that	  they	  can	  use	  the	  Synthesis	  Report	  or	  other	  
studies	  to	  determine	  the	  appropriate	  flows	  in	  the	  streams	  of	  the	  Mono	  Basin.	  The	  parties	  spent	  the	  
morning	  discussing	  how	  they	  might	  proceed.	  

Move	  Forward	  with	  the	  Feasibility	  Charge	  
Some	  parties	  advocated	  that	  the	  Core	  Group	  stay	  on	  its	  course	  and	  continue	  address	  feasibility.	  

Experience	  with	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  is	  that	  the	  Core	  Group	  must	  be	  very	  specific	  about	  what	  it	  
wants.	  Steve	  Parmenter,	  DFG,	  recommended	  that	  the	  group	  develop	  an	  integrated	  package	  for	  the	  
State	  Water	  Board.	  	  

LADWP	  expressed	  concern	  that	  moving	  forward	  with	  the	  complete	  package	  creates	  some	  
vulnerability	  for	  LADWP	  since	  how	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  will	  respond	  to	  the	  package	  
proposal	  is	  unclear.	  All	  concurred	  that	  understanding	  what	  falls	  under	  the	  delegated	  authority	  and	  
what	  falls	  under	  a	  change	  petition	  would	  help	  address	  these	  concerns.	  This	  might	  be	  something	  that	  
the	  attorneys	  could	  help	  others	  understand.	  	  

Most	  Core	  Work	  Group	  members	  indicated	  that	  the	  structural	  change	  option	  was	  really	  the	  path	  
forward.	  The	  options	  seem	  to	  be	  modifying	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff’s	  chart	  in	  the	  amended	  license,	  
which	  would	  likely	  be	  treated	  under	  the	  delegated	  authority	  or	  moving	  forward	  a	  complete	  
package,	  which	  would	  likely	  require	  a	  change	  petition.	  This	  presents	  some	  challenges	  for	  LADWP	  
because	  of	  the	  associated	  costs	  and	  explaining	  that	  exports	  will	  not	  be	  the	  anticipated	  30,800	  acre-‐
feet	  annually	  post	  transition,	  but	  likely	  21,000	  acre-‐feet.	  Given	  the	  budget	  climate,	  justifying	  the	  
costs	  would	  be	  necessary.	  	  

Securing	  supply	  would	  be	  a	  critical	  interest	  met	  by	  the	  “package”	  and	  accompanying	  structural	  
change	  option.	  	  Packaging	  avoids	  a	  vulnerability	  of	  public	  challenges	  and	  segmentation.	  Core	  Group	  
members	  would	  be	  willing	  to	  help	  DWP	  justify	  the	  cost	  and	  see	  the	  benefit.	  For	  a	  few	  moments,	  the	  
group	  explored	  some	  “what-‐if”	  scenarios	  for	  moving	  forward	  the	  package.	  These	  ideas	  were	  not	  
evaluated,	  rather	  	  a	  brainstorm,	  but	  could	  be	  explored	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  the	  future.	  

§ Soliciting	  Integrated	  Regional	  Water	  Management	  Plan	  funding	  to	  assist	  with	  funding	  the	  
structural	  change	  option.	  	  

§ Increasing	  export	  for	  a	  few	  years	  while	  implementing	  the	  SEFs	  with	  additional	  funds	  
generated	  by	  exports	  to	  offset	  the	  cost	  of	  the	  structural	  change.	  

§ Further	  evaluating	  the	  structural	  options	  to	  decrease	  costs.	  

Contributing	  funds	  to	  offset	  the	  costs	  would	  help	  move	  the	  conversation	  forward,	  but	  LADWP	  
would	  still	  like	  to	  see	  the	  Geosyntec	  Report	  considered	  as	  well.	  	  

All	  the	  parties	  have	  to	  take	  these	  options	  back	  to	  their	  organizations	  for	  further	  thinking	  and	  
discussion.	  	  
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Next	  Steps	  
§ Members	  will	  meet	  with	  attorneys	  individually.	  
§ Attorneys	  to	  meet	  as	  a	  group,	  preferably	  with	  State	  Water	  Board	  counsel	  to	  address	  the	  

questions	  raised	  by	  the	  Core	  Group.	  
§ Core	  Group	  to	  meet	  only	  after	  attorneys	  have	  met	  as	  a	  group.	  

Questions	  for	  the	  Lawyers	  
Amended	  License	  

Invite	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  lawyers	  to	  participate	  in	  conversation	  with	  attorneys	  

What	  is	  counsels’	  interpretation	  of	  1631	  and	  98-‐05	  on	  State	  Water	  Board	  direction	  to	  the	  
Stream	  Scientist?	  	  What	  does	  2(e)	  (pg.	  63)	  in	  98-‐05	  mean	  regarding	  the	  stream	  monitoring	  
team	  making	  a	  recommendation?	  	  

What	  is	  the	  process	  at	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  to	  move	  the	  amended	  license	  to	  finalization?	  Is	  
the	  process	  consistent	  with	  that	  outlined	  by	  Kathy	  Mrowka	  to	  the	  Core	  Working	  Group	  on	  
Jan.	  31,	  2012?	  	  What	  other	  alternatives	  are	  available?	  (e.g.	  bringing	  the	  “package”	  back	  to	  
the	  board	  for	  action	  in	  a	  format	  other	  than	  a	  hearing)	  What	  are	  the	  options	  for	  
implementing	  other	  components	  of	  the	  broader	  package	  of	  the	  Synthesis	  Report	  Stream	  
Ecosystem	  Flows?	  

What	  elements	  of	  an	  amended	  license	  might	  fall	  under	  the	  delegated	  authority	  or	  require	  a	  
change	  petition?	  

In	  the	  State	  Water	  Board’s	  process	  for	  requesting	  a	  change	  petition,	  what	  requires	  noticing	  
and	  what	  is	  exempt	  from	  noticing?	  

To	  implement	  the	  SEFs	  or	  to	  modify	  the	  flows,	  will	  DWP	  have	  to	  file	  a	  change	  petition	  (or	  is	  
this	  part	  of	  the	  Division	  Chief’s	  delegated	  authority)?	  What	  are	  the	  vulnerabilities	  
associated	  with	  requesting	  a	  change	  petition?	  	  What	  are	  the	  vulnerabilities	  even	  if	  all	  the	  
parties	  to	  the	  facilitated	  process	  agree?	  

Regarding	  decision	  making,	  what	  decisions	  can	  the	  Division	  Chief	  make?	  What	  decisions	  
must	  go	  to	  the	  Board?	  

What	  would	  counsel	  advise	  for	  moving	  forward?	  Should	  the	  Core	  Working	  Group	  stay	  on	  
course	  with	  the	  facilitated	  process,	  as	  articulated	  in	  the	  charter?	  	  

Given	  that	  DWP	  is	  required	  to	  respond	  to	  the	  State	  Water	  Board	  in	  August	  2012	  regarding	  
feasibility,	  and	  given	  that	  the	  draft	  amended	  license	  prepared	  by	  State	  Water	  Board	  staff	  
does	  not	  include	  flows,	  how	  does	  DWP	  respond	  in	  August?	  
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Parker	  &	  Walker	  Diversion	  Curtailment	  (#16	  on	  Feasibility	  Chart,	  Section	  4.8	  in	  Feasibility	  
Report)	  

The	  Synthesis	  Report	  calls	  for	  curtailing	  diversions	  on	  Parker	  and	  Walker	  permanently.	  
What	  options	  does	  LADWP	  have	  to	  preserve	  its	  water	  rights	  on	  Parker	  and	  Walker	  and	  still	  
follow	  this	  recommendation?	  

	  

Attendance	  

Gene	  Coufal,	  Los	  Angeles	  Department	  of	  Water	  and	  Power	  (LADWP)	  
Lisa	  Cutting,	  Mono	  Lake	  Committee	  (MLC)	  	  
Mark	  Drew,	  California	  Trout	  	  
Ali	  Karimi,	  LADWP	  	  
Dave	  Martin,	  LADWP	  	  
Geoff	  McQuilkin,	  MLC	  
Bruk	  Moges,	  LADWP
Steve	  Parmenter,	  Department	  of	  Fish	  &	  Game	  (DFG)	  
Jon	  Regelbrugge,	  Forest	  Service	  
Eric	  Tillemans,	  LADWP	  
Peter	  Vorster,	  MLC	  
Bob	  Hughes,	  DFG	  
Greg	  Reis,	  MLC	  
Stacy	  Tanaka,	  Watercourse	  
Ross	  Taylor,	  Ross	  Taylor	  &	  Associates	  
Bill	  Trush,	  McBain	  &	  Trush	  
Tobi	  Tyler,	  Lahontan	  Regional	  Water	  Quality	  Control	  Board	  
	  	  
For	  SWRCB	  update	  
Greg	  Brown,	  State	  Water	  Resources	  Control	  Board	  (SWRCB)	  
Kathy	  Mrowka,	  SWRCB	  
	  
STAFF	  
Facilitator	  Gina	  Bartlett,	  Center	  for	  Collaborative	  Policy	  (CCP)	  
Note-‐taker	  Charlotte	  Chorneau	  (CCP)	  
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